enters its eighth year of the war on terror, several questions deserve examination. Is the Global War on Terror really a war? What is the nature and characteristics of the current conflict between Islamic extremists and the West? Finally, how should this conflict be prosecuted to ensure short term security and long term international peace and prosperity? This paper analyzes the Global War on Terror from its inception, provides a definition of war founded in classic warfare theory, provides a discussion of what America is doing wrong in its prosecution of the war, and recommends specific changes to improve international effectiveness and ensure ultimate success. The central thesis is that the current approach to terrorism is flawed. The strategic objectives are too aggressive, too vague, and absolutely unachievable in the current national security environment. The political objectives of the war on terror must be adjusted for the United States and her allies to achieve a successful outcome.
RECONCEPTUALIZING THE GLOBAL WAR ON TERROR
Tuesday, September 11 th , 2001, began just like any other work day in America.
The hustle and bustle of the morning commute, the sights and sounds of children rushing off to school, the slow but steady rhythm of the nation coming alive. As the routine of the work day began, a cloak of normalcy enveloped the country. But, at 0846, with the terrifying screech of American Airlines Flight 11 impacting the North Tower of the World Trade Center, everything changed. On that day, America was thrust into a national survival mode not witnessed since December 7, 1941 following the Imperial Japanese Navy attacks on Pearl Harbor. The nation initially feared for its safety, then feared for its security, then demanded to know who was responsible, and ultimately charted an aggressive course to insure its citizens were safe and secure.
In the aftermath of these terrorist attacks, former President Bush launched a war on terrorism. During a televised address to a joint session of congress, he said, "Our war on terror begins with al Qaeda, but it does not end there. It will not end until every terrorist group of global reach has been found, stopped and defeated." 1 The initial goals of the war on terror were "to disrupt the use of Afghanistan as a terrorist base of operations and to attack the military capability of the Taliban regime". Unfortunately for America, the problem of terrorism in the 21 st century will never be defeated by military power alone. This has become painfully obvious to anyone paying attention the past seven years. As America enters its eighth year in the war on terror, several key questions deserve detailed examination. 19 But is the Global War on Terror really a war at all, or is it best described as an international criminal activity? Britain has refused to call the current international struggle a war for fear of legitimizing the terrorists and their cause.
Britain's most senior criminal prosecutor has stated that those responsible for acts of terror do not deserve the credibility of soldiers in a war, but are more appropriately considered "inadequates" who must be managed by the criminal justice system. 20 He went on to say that, "On the streets of London there is no such thing as a war on terror.
The fight against terrorism … is not a war. It is the prevention of crime, the enforcement of our laws, and the winning of justice for those damaged by their infringement." 21 So, who is right? Is America at war or not? The answer depends on how one defines war. Fundamentally, Carl von Clausewitz had it right at the beginning of the 19 th century when he defined war as "an act of force to compel our enemy to do our will."
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At the core of warfare is always the central theme of physically compelling a declared enemy to acquiesce to one's will. War must always contain an element of physical violence. The violence may be demonstrated or implied, but the intent must be clear, the capability must be proven, and the will must be unquestioned. War requires armed conflict; anything less is nothing more than a form of diplomacy. In addition to physical violence, war also must include politics. War is definitively a political instrument. Care 8 must be exercised here in the definition of politics. According to Webster, politics is the art or science of government, government is the act or process of governing, and to govern is to control, direct, or strongly influence the actions and conduct of. 23 there are many things that war is not. The meaning of the word war has been intentionally distorted over the last several decades to legitimize various struggles, lend credence to particular causes, and to convince the public of the situational gravity. The problem with this approach is that when the label war is assigned, the population logically applies, either consciously or subconsciously, the fundamental assumptions of warfare in a manner that may not be applicable to the situation at hand. While these events may be acts of war and may be tremendously disruptive, in and of themselves they do not include use of physical force that must be a prerequisite for war.
The core meaning of the word war must be preserved and protected. There should be a sanctity and a conciseness to the term war, so that when it is used, there can be no misunderstanding of its significance.
Wars are waged by politicians who are charged with protecting the interests of a population or a culture or ethnicity. As Clausewitz said, "war is an extension of policy (political intercourse) by other or alternative means." 28 One has to view political intercourse here to encompass all groups of people with leaders making decisions for the group, whether they are religious, cultural, or state-based. As discussed earlier, political does not have to mean nation-state politics. Clearly political groups fight over interests, but there's more to it than that. The Commission on America's National
Interests identified four prioritized categories of national interests ranging from high to low intensity (Survival, Vital, Important, Peripheral). 29 The presumption is that a nation's likelihood of going to war is highest for interests related to survival and lowest for peripheral interests. History has shown that populations fight over actual or perceived credibility, honor, natural resources, international structure, power and fear. Most political organizations tend to fight for one of these reasons. In the Peloponnesian War, the Melians fought out of honor. 30 Similarly, for the Pashtuns in modern day Afghanistan, honor is the driving force behind their decision-making.
Wars are fought by political organizations for the reasons previously discussed. 31 Policy is driven by politicians, and war is a continuation of policy, therefore, politicians must be constructively involved throughout the war to ensure the proper strategic ends are accomplished.
Victory in warfare is achieved when the enemy loses the ability or the will to continue fighting and the policy objectives requiring the initiation of war in the first place have been met. Thus, victory is defined by the victor since only he can know if he has achieved his purpose, but it must be confirmed by the adversary to be a clear victory.
Victory in war must include breaking the will of the enemy leadership to continue the fight, but does not necessarily have to include breaking the will of the people. Thomas and consistently illustrates that predicting human behavior in terms of our capacity to do harm to our fellow man is tenuous, at best. Thus, to base our national security strategy on such a tenuous hypothesis would be negligent. Future warfare will include elements of traditional war, but will also be characterized by an increase in irregular and asymmetric warfare.
War is innate in human behavior. In the Christian New Testament, 2 Timothy 3:12 states, "In fact, everyone who wants to live a godly life in Christ Jesus will be persecuted, while evil men and impostors will go from bad to worse, deceiving and being deceived." 34 Conflict will always persist throughout the world and will, at times, result in armed conflict in support of a political objective. While modern warfare has evolved, as Colonel T. X. Hammes says, from traditional great power wars to 5 th generation warfare, at the fundamental level it has not changed. 35 It is still about applying force to impose will. First, the political ends in the Global War on Terror have been shifting throughout the campaign and are too ambitious, particularly in Afghanistan. In the aftermath of the September 11 th terrorist attacks, the goals of the war on terror were to disrupt the use of Afghanistan as a terrorist base of operations and to attack the military capability of the Taliban regime. 41 These goals were specific, purposeful, and achievable. Given these political ends, the military successfully executed the opening phase of Operation
Enduring Freedom with unparalleled swiftness and lethality. But as soon as the Taliban was driven from power, the political ends began to expand. Today, the military strategic approach includes such language as enabling partner nations to counter terrorism, denying terrorists what they need to operate and survive, countering state and non-state support for terrorism, and contributing to the establishment of conditions that counter ideological support for terrorism. 42 To meet these objectives, America is wasting vast amounts of national resources and national power in a vain effort to rebuild Afghanistan in its own image. This is mirror-imaging at its most frightful, strategic level.
Second, the United States is increasingly attempting to do too much with its wars." 44 The most recent Capstone Concept for Joint Operations lists four basic categories of military activity -combat, security, engagement, and relief and reconstruction, but it does not provide any priority to these missions. 45 The same document acknowledges that adjusting the joint force capabilities and capacities to provide greater emphasis on security, engagement, and relief and reconstruction activities risks reducing combat capabilities and capacities. 46 This expansion of the military's role in foreign affairs is potentially devastating. It is devastating to the U.S.
economy as the nation grapples with the almost unilateral responsibility for the price tag associated with building nations out of Iraq and Afghanistan. It is devastating to the American military as the declaration of victory is withheld pending creation of some futuristic utopia where love and peace abound. And, ultimately, it is devastating to the United States' national power as the nation loses international legitimacy and the credibility it has worked over two centuries to create.
Third, the peace dividend following the Cold War has distressed the other United
States government agencies and prevented them from being able to respond adequately to the 21 st century security environment. These civilian agencies have not adequately maintained the capacity or ability to respond to modern security threats and, Reconstruction and Stabilization (S/CRS) should take the lead in integrating the efforts and capabilities of the interagency for reconstruction and stabilization purposes. The S/CRS is also tasked with developing a civilian response capacity for these types of operation. While this direction is adequate, it must be fully executed and fully enabled through commensurate resourcing which has yet to be realized. Today's conflict is not a war on terror, it is a struggle against specific terrorist organizations who seek to use indiscriminate violence to induce fear and gain control 23 over America and the West. America is not fighting the tactic of terrorism; it is fighting those radicals who have declared war on America and wake every day in anticipation of the next attack. Any phrase used to describe the current war must be specific enough to unify effort and clarify intent.
Conclusion
America is at war with a determined enemy bent on its destruction. Today's war is being fought against a new type of enemy, a transnational conglomeration of individuals, organizations, and networks that exploit the religion of Islam and exercise the tactic of terrorism to achieve their ideological ends. 56 Throughout the prosecution of the Global War on Terror, America has had its share of successes and defeats as it sought to define the appropriate strategic end state for the conflict. The United States has learned much from its involvement in the current war, about its military and about its ability to apply full spectrum national power throughout the world. While much has been done, much remains to be done. America must take advantage of the lessons learned in the Global War on Terror and apply them to the national security apparatus.
Significant changes must be made to ensure the United States government is better aligned to deal with future threats. Only through aggressive action can America prepare itself to meet the current and future challenges of 21 st century warfare. 
